Wesley Lieb-:.ler too'^ a deposition, from Western Union 
employee o.a. Hamblen the day oft. 9 X' he denosed dean. 
J'indrev;s. Andrews identified Uswald ss in association with 
homosexuals among his clients. In taking the deposition 
from Hamblen, .c Tory short one he cut very short because, 
he said, uamblen Tfas not feeling well, Liebeler avoided 
’^^11 r9jfe*ei-ce to the content of a telegram allegedly.^ sent 
by Oswald and the person to wdiom it was allegedly sent,’"' 
which is one way of investigating Oswald and the''8ssassins- 
tion. ne avoided all reference to the Lewis confirmation, 
which adds the identification of a man of "feminine” type. 
He avoids all reference to the return of this man with 
identification cards, navy ann librar}/, both of which 
Uswald had (and one or unter feiting him vc ulc have). He 
avoids all reference to the payee bsin?g at the Dallas 
YIvlCA, where 0,s7.'ald had been, and to his having been accom- 
paniec by a "man of Spanish descent", again in accord with 
Dean Andrews’ testimony. Thus there is nothin.g in the 
testimony to reflect that this te^e^ram was sent to the 
Sec'^etary of the Uavy, consistent with a report to OIJI; 
th.5t it was sent at ep' roximstely the time Oswald’s time 
is not accounted for, the weekend he did not go to Irvins, 
and that again, there is a confirmatory suggestion that it 
was an Oswald look-alike rather than Uswald. And what is 
missing in all this testimony and the documents in the 26 
volumes is any assurance that the file of messages is 
complete, that one of more may not have been removed. They 
are net identified by serial numbers, iis Sylvia Meagher 
points cut, in assailing him over a triviality of s news 
story, which is not an integral p.crt of the story, Liebsl- 
ar avoids the essence of what Hamblem reported. Titis indi- ' 
lent was not entirely ignored in the Hepert, 

^ he nature oi the intent ox uiebeler’s handling of the 
Hamblen deposition is clear in the Deport, ■•vhers there is' 
no reference to an Oswald look-alike (R332), and indefi-" 
.nite statement that "Hamblen did not recall with clarity 
the statements he had previously made", which can refer 
to but a single thing not mentioned in the Seport, wheth- 
he had said something to a correspondent n.smsd .Henley) anc 
is otherwise 10O;i inaccurate, 3ti:1 the inherent statement 
tii3t b^thorough investigation was made, which is not the 
case. Not only was Hamblen, the source, not quattioned 
about it, but the very obvious question, had the Havy 
files been ssarenea, remains. There is no indication 
the sjavy file was searched or even that a recues t for it 
to search was made of the Navy. Even so, the Heport, 
presumesbly Liebeler, cannot avoid partial acknowledge- 
mpt, drugdingly and unfairly represented, of confirma- 
ta.oii of one 0 1 tn>^ incioents and the broad sug.^'estion 

-"’alse o.-ueld. Under "Sumors and 
Speculations , the neport again alludes to th's, again 
aexoming namblen, and again using tricky iangua'^e to 
misrepresent it (•.■.■'as unable to state ’Esther or "not the 
person he has _se en stas Lee Harvey Oswald), as thoumh 
a dalse Oswald v/ere not important. 
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The n—»t«i«T»y of C. A. MwTiAiTi W3» tateB pj3K. iar. 

the office of tlie U.S-. Kttonierr 381 Foot (Office Btiiidiac; BiTsa aBdrfirnqrsttXMtK 

DkOa*^ t«»t , tqr Mr> Weaier X Iiei>eier, a«hita»fc eooBMt^ of Uhf PnMntrs 
COTunlsaiott. 

J?y • . 

Mr. LnsBEUx. You msy remdn seated. WJU you raise yotir ritfit hasd? Do 
yoa soieiniiiy swear Qat Ute te^tmoay yoa are aboot to gire atlB bo Qie tnitb, 
the wbote tru th. and nothiDjrbot the troth, 30 help yoa God? 

Mr. HAVBrtTT. I ib>. 

Mr. XnaEUEB. My n»™» hs Wesley J. Uebelsr. I am an attorney on the 
President’s Commission iayestigating tbs as a asai w ation of Prcsideitt Kesnedy. 
I hare been authorised to *«»«» yomr testimoiky by the Comndasioa poninuit to 
astluvity granted to It I^SseeutiTe Order lllSdt dated Xoretnhar 28. 1988r-and 
flw Joint reaetethm of Onogreai^ No^ 137. Toaata«atttled nadn theml«aef the 
Commission goreminc tbs takitv of testimeny of witnesses to hare an attorney 
present, should yon wMb^ l. imdendnnd that you are pr e aft . p nmwnt r. to a 
snbpena that was serred tat yan soaas days atsa- by tos Aeret Autiee^ wid 
1 presume since yoo dsM'f basn^nn^ attorney with yon sit’ tbia.. Umsii yoa ate 
prepared to proceed withyanr.tMttaumy without an attomsyf ; j. 

. Mr. HaMBUcx. 1 don’t aped an attorrMyr. Yon wWb IK nialcfc a Uttls 

ctMxecthm. ’Thia shonkt haCliL HamhW instead of < y y . 

Mr. LneBataa. Yonr niuaait C. A. H-a-«s- bl s-n? , . 

Mr. Hajaura. ’nmPa rlsbt. 

Mg, TiTsiaBua. Howtddarayoo? 

Mr,. HaiatKT. I win be SD to December. 

Mr. T.nangiai Yog am.oapinrf’d by the Weatarn Cniea TeUgiapb €<x ; Isn’t 
that right? . ; _ ; 

ME..HA»iarjr*.- Yes. ' 

Mr.IidMEzaB. How tM^havsyoawodtodfcK titam? 



Mr. HawaucK It wOtbalSyaars tbefltbdayraiebngnBk 



Mr. £>acBKua. I wane .tooenw rigid to Hto point in this d sp eai thn i; I thhde 
yon know bodcally tha reaaaa wa hare affiBSdyowto«oaie i>r«:. It is n^-nndra^ 
standi lOF that yon bad a eesrcnadm witit w- newspaper -re pos l er- by tba icme 
of Bob Fenley shortly after ffia snsassinatlon, in which yon told in 
stance, that yen tbongbtthat a sum. whoyonthanght looked BkeZ^aDaicald&ad 
been in yonr office and-had cMber sent a tetegnm or cashed a moaey Ofdartoie- 
'i^atp,thatlMJtodto\taaid^^ totb ataaitoU ? ^ 

fspin^^ orsr-the- i se i ftCa gg^aq^apato-tf 


^taliai^''..iift^gpfe^ dirnigfr^.aajg'lgatTCK^snMid^^ 

;iipi^tegi^^|hMK;eo n B rtf aa^as e. s ig^ iHrrtfdsgE..aMt..we. hafadKoObB^ibiiiiSi^i 
aoi^ndaaBdesBtaiiaiBg.-swiMr.; 'Fknlay's. pare.:therK;.%ECxhitia IfdHMA&s,' 
hdm ftwt I tlwiiidd: I had aasK aonsMaie that looked. lIitotbeniBfftfaBt,£aa!K0*Vb» 

,,..Mr.. Imca«ja^-D«£ 3 ^:iiagiawliir j 

Mr. H sohueh. I tboogldtesmtlwaswraMaatar...’'^ 

Mr. ZnEBXueg Do yoniwembertalkliigtoMr. FenleyAaottlifiit 's 
Mr. HaMm x f t. I- don’t siwnentbar tolling anyone that, ofanyuBe ffilmt aHMiv 
gram with ns. I remembar talking with Fenley, butl wooUn’t dlw tnas WJ" 
tnfonnatiott. ■ ^ ^ 

Mr. liiKBEUEa. What dldyottsay to Fenley? " '• ^ ■ 

Mr. Hakuxn. Jnst in genetat conrersation like 1 woQId with Wes 
of the otherzeportecatbatleoiBaln contact with. 


;s,'^5V£. 



I Fenley that you thought you had seen someboe'- 

I that r«nlnded you of Oswald In your office? oan seen someoot, 

I ^ ^ Oswald. I may have tt.> 

don t ^11 what all was said— as many of those coJespondL- 
that I talked to during that period of time. Then the emploveea nndpr mo „ 
never discuss any telegrams unless it is necessary (^rt^Tar me ™ 
upon a telegram so It could be transmitted. P“'‘- 

^ ■•emember telling Fenley that when you saw the pietur, 
of the asMssln on television, that he looked very much like a mM th- 

d caused you a hard time on several instances in your office"' 
to. HAMBLE.V. I don’t remember telling Pen ley anything like that 

signing a statement to that effect for Mi 
WUcox on December 2, 1963, and I show you a copy. 

Mr. Hamblen. That I told Fenley that I saw that man in there’ 

Mr. Liebelee. Yes. 

told Penrer^""' ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Mr. Liebelek. Read the first paragraph of that statement 

(reading). I don’t think I told Fenlev that. I remember tef 

o/»,LTSU« ‘ "™ "■ “■*' o*’™'" 

is wilc^E'^birNo\“miT I i>®ve shown you here, wbz- : 

terT ® ^ statement that you signed on Decs* 

oer ivQo, isn t it? That is your signature? 

Mr. Hamblen. Xes; that is my signature. 

I ^iote^’™^ ^ Now, that statement says, * - 

thlT conversation with a reporter at the counter and remarked to h, 

^ H watching niy TV, enjoying the Ernie Ford show, when word w‘- 
co7eia President had been shot and that I thought to myself wba» 

so rtXrthe lot I rememr-.- 

TO vividly the photo and my answer to him that the picture was or was ri- 

^it image of a party that had caused me a hard time on sellTi7stal4't 

was the“reS^e7)°’’ '^**'*” Fenk^ 

re^i ^ ®”y information like that, I dot.- 

ecaU It now. I might have at the time that I wrote the statement. 

.hi ^ several conversations with Mr "Wilcox 

this whole matter over a period of time? Axr. wucox ab-- 

Mr. Hamblen. Yes. 

ga?7nSr^esf'' conducted a thorough in 

Mr. Hamblen. I am sure they did. 

to flod the telegrams that you thought this »«. 
that was in there may have sent ; Isn’t that right ’ 

Mr. Hamblen. Yes. 

Mr. Liebelek. Were you able to find them ? 

Mr. Hamblen. I wasn’t able to detect any one. 

After this investigation was made, Mr. Wilcox showed v 
Oswld?®^*"®™" ***”* associated or thought might be associated wh 

thfvicfp^idltl^fThrf® presence of Mr. Wilcox and 

me vice president of the company m charge of this investigation 

- L';-S4 M r.“ tr'« 

Mr. Hamblen. I wouldn’t say that It was Lee Oswald. I would say it wa.s 


s^sSSiSr-.- 
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someone that resembled him from the picture that I had seen in the paper 
and on TV. . 

Mr. Liebelkb. But you aren’t able to state positively that it vras .Lee Oswald? 

Mr. Hamdlen. No, sir. 

Mr. Liereler. Now, I show you a photograph that has been marked Pizz <5 
Exhibit No. 453-A, and ask you if you can see anybody in that pijcture that 
you think might have been the man that was in your office that we have been 
talking about. 

Mr. Hamblen. No, sir. 

Mr. Liereler. I show you a picture that has been marked Bringuier Exhibit 
No. 1, and ask you if you recognize anybody in that picture. 

Mr. Hamblen. No, sir ; I do not. 

Mr. Liebeler. Do you recall specifically that Mr. Aubrey Lee Lewis at one 
time in the fall of 1963 had some trouble paying somebody a money order be- 
cause this fellow expected to get the money order without proper identification ; 
that you became involved in this and helped Mr. Lewis handle it? 

Mr. Hamblen. Yes, sir ; I did. „ 

Mr. Liebelee. Do you remember what the fellow looked like? ' ^ j -r;- 

Mr. Hamblen. No ; I can’t tell you what he looked like. 

Mr. Liebei.ee. Do you know if it was Lee Harvey Oswald? •' 

Mr. Hamblen. I wouldn’t say that it was. 

Mr. Liebbxjs. Do you think he resembled Oswald in any way? 

Mr. Hamblen. No; I don’t. Different ways people dress and everything, 
they come in one time and we pay them money orders and the next time they 
come in we hardly recognize them. I remember it was a very small money order, 
too small to quibble over. I can’t remember where it was from. I know it was 
under $10, 1 know that. . 

Usually I pay people without identification when it is a smaU money order, 
which the clerks are not allowed to do. They have to get my permission before 
they can make payment on a money order where a person is unable- to furnish 
proper identification. But on small amounts, I take it uixm myself to assume 
the responsibility, hoping that I will pay the right man. | 

Mr. Liebelee. After loifiiing at this picture that we have looked at, and after 
reviewing your recollection, yon are not able to identify any of the people who 
you saw in your office during that period as being Lee Harvey Oswald, isn’t that 
a fact? 

Mr. Hamblen. No, sir. 


Mr. Liebeiek. Am I correct in assuming that you are quite certain that 
Oswald was not a regular customer. In any event? He was never coming IntO’ 
your office at regular Intervals, is that correct? : 

Mr. Hamblen. Well, I wouldn’t say Lee Oswald came iuLthere at le^ar in- 
tervals. .We have patrons that visit us sometimes one* a week, sometimes halt 
a dozen times a week. If it was him, he was very infr^uMfc I adll if It 
was him, he wasn’t there over three times, that I recall. i ^ ^ ^ 

Mr. Liebelee. There was a fellow that you thought resembled Oswald to 
some ei;,tent, that did come in on occasion, or at least two or three times, but you 
are not able to positively state that it was Oswald? ' 

'Mej^Hamblen; - v 

Mr.,;L]MEL)^^Am L in understanding that in your discussions with ’ 

, Mr,;;.V?ilTON and \withVthe other officials, of the company, you did the best that 
. yoUv;j^uld to, straighten this .whole matter out and determine whether it was 
-Oswald or not? V?'. , . ■ ' ■ 

, McUHamblew, I certainly did. - ^ 

Mr, LiebeEeb. Ton were unable, after working with Mr Wilcox, to pin down 
any of these telegrams or money orders that wouldundicate that it wms Oswald? 

Mr. Hamble^' T hat is correct '■''V 

■ viMt specifically,' I show you a picture marked “Plzzo Exhibit ’ 

there. 

want to cut your testimony as short as I possibly can, because 




